REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Applicant responds herein to the Office Action dated May 30, 2007. 

Claims 1 and 32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
alleged prior art of Figure 1 as admitted by Applicant in the present specification, ^^[0002]-[0013], 
in view of Motegi (2003/0117968). Reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Applicants enclose herewith a verified English translation of the priority document herein, 
Japanese Application No. 291063/2002, filed on October 3, 2002. Since the filing date of the priority 
document, October 3, 2002, is prior to the filing date of Motegi on December 9, 2002, it is 
respectfully submitted that Motegi is overcome as a reference and the rejection of claims 1 and 32, 
based in part on Motegi, should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1 and 32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
alleged prior art ofFigure 1 as admitted by the Applicant in the present specification, ^^[0002]-[00 13], 
in view of Masayuki (JP09-083427). Reconsideration of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Independent claim 1 has been amended to provide, in part, for, “dynamically changing one 
or more timer values according to the operation mode of each communication application running on 
the radio terminal, the operation mode of each communication application corresponding to at least 
one of the power-saving rate of the communication application, the priority of the communication 
application, and a remaining amount of charge in a battery that supplies power necessary for the 
operation of the radio terminal.” Antecedent basis for the amendment to independent claim 1 is found 
in the specification, for example, on page 17, lines 15-29; page 21, lines 11-16; page 26, line 22, to 
page 27, line 30; and page 30, line 19, to page 32, line 28. 

The Examiner states, with regard to claim 1, that, “[t]he admitted prior art fails to disclose 
a timer value changing section for dynamically changing one or more timer values according to the 
operation mode of each communication application running on the radio terminal, as recited in the 
claim. Masayuki discloses a timer value changing section for dynamically changing one or more timer 
values according to the operation mode of each communication application running on the radio 
terminal (see English translation provided by the examiner, H11[0014] and[ 0023]),” (Office Action, 
page 4, lines 10-17). However, Masayuki appears to only disclose changing of the intermittent receive 
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mode of a migration communication device “according to the class of communication service which 
the incoming call is demanding,” (^[0023]), line 5). There is no disclosure, teaching, or suggestion 
in Masayuki of “dynamically changing one or more timer values according to the operation mode of 
each communication application running on the radio terminal, the operation mode of each 
communication application corresponding to at least one of the power-saving rate of the 
communication application, the priority of the communication application, and a remaining amount 
of charge in a battery that supplies power necessary for the operation of the radio terminal,” as claimed 
in independent claim 1 . 

Since claim 32 is directly dependent upon independent claim 1, claim 32 is allowable over 
the alleged prior art in view of Masayuki for at least the same reasons recited above with respect to 
the allowability of independent claim 1 over the alleged prior art in view of Masayuki. 

Claims 3, 9, 15,21,27,40, 34,5, 11, 17, 23,29, and 36 were objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but were stated to be allowable if rewritten in independent form including 
all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Reconsideration of the objection 
is respectfully requested. 

Since each of claims 3, 9, 15, 21, 27, 40, 34, 5, 11, 17, 23, 29, and 36 is directly or indirectly 
dependent upon independent claim 1, each of claims 3, 9, 15, 21, 27, 40, 34, 5, 1 1, 17, 23, 29, and 36 
is respectfully submitted to be allowable for the same reasons recited above with respect to the 
allowability of independent claim 1. 

Claims 2, 4, 10, 16, 22, 28,35,6, 12, 18, 24,30,37, 7, 13, 19, 25,31,38, 8, 14, 20, 26, 29, 
and 33 were allowed. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, allowance of claims 1-40 is respectfully 
requested. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider the application, allow 
the claims as amended and pass this case to issue. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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